While undertaking a revision of the extinct genera of rails it was necessary for me to reexamine the systematic position of Tehnatornis.
riiformes. It is difficult to characterize the Charadriiformes solely on the basis of the distal end of the humerus, but the order can be divided into three morphological groups: (a) the Alcidae, (b) the Burhinidae., and (c) all other families. The Jacanidae are somewhat intermediate between groups (b) and (c). In general the distal end of the charadriiform humerus tends to have the following characters: (1) the attachment of M. pronator brevis is formed into a pit (sometimes deep) that is located far palmarly, (2) the ectepicondylar prominence is well-developed (usually into a long process), (3) the entepicondyle typically does not project much distally relative to the internal condyle (but can project anconally), (4) the impression of M. brachialis anticus is moderately deep (and well-defined) within the brachial depression, which is extensive distally, (5) typically the shaft narrows sharply away from the distal end so that the distal end appears broad relative to the width of the shaft, (6) the internal tricipital groove is well-developed, and (7) the olecranal fossa tends to be deep and formed into a slight shelf set off from the shaft rather than grading smoothly into the shaft. Except as noted below, Telmatornis agrees with this generalized description of the charadriiform humerus.
Telmatornis can be grouped with the Burhinidae on the basis of the following shared characters: (1) the area between the ectepicondyle and ectepicondylar prominence is the same shape, and the pits of the. tendons and ligaments are in similar positions, (2) the attachment of M. pronator brevis is formed into a deep pit and is located palmarly, (3) in ventral view, the tendon pits on the entepicondyle have similar shapes and relative positions, (4) the entepicondyles do not project much distally or anconally, (5) the olecranal fossa is shallow, similar in shape, and grades rather smoothly into the shaft, and (6) the internal condyle is not bulbous but rather elongated lateromedially and projects distally only moderately relative to the external condyle. The only difference I note in the two species is the slightly larger size (and therefore greater robustness) of T. priscus (Table 1) . The other characters mentioned by Marsh are either not apparent to me or are too slight to accept as species differences. Both bones appear to be those of adult birds. The only justification for separating these species, then, is size, and in this instance the differences are probably not significant. Hence, I recommend synonymizing T. affinis and T. priscus; the latter name would apply to the species because of page priority. than to the Burhinidae. The following differences that Milnea exhibits from Burhinus will serve to demonstrate the significant morphological gap between these two taxa: (1) the humerus is decidedly heavier and more robust, (2) the external condyle is relatively smaller, (3) the olecranal fossa is less deep, (4) the area distal to the impression of M. brachialis anticus is less depressed and excavated, (5) the entepicondyle is less pronounced, (6) the pneumatic fossa is much smaller, (7) the capital groove and area distal to the head (on anconal surface) is much less excavated, (8) the external tuberosity is less pronounced, (9) the ridge extending distally down the shaft from the median crest is less pronounced, and (10) 
